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COMPARISON OF SALMON CATCHES IN 
MONOFILAMENT AND MULTIFILAMENT GILL NETS-- Part II 

By Herbert A. Larkins* 

ABSTRACT 

The second phase of a monofilament-multifilament gill-net study was completed 
by the U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries during the 1963 summer field season. 
Salmon catches in standard multifilament nets were compared with those in an all­
monofilament net unit. Results of a 1962 study, in which multifilament nets were 
compared with alternate monofilament-multifilament nets, are also examined in an 
analysis of efficiency and cost of three gill-net combinations. 

Sockeye catches in all-monofilament nets were greater than in all-multifilament 
but chum and pink catches were the same in both gear types, as were the lengths of ' 
all species. In terms of cost and efficiency, the alternated combination appeared su­
perior for the capture of high-seas salmon followed by all-multifilament and all-rnono­
filament. 
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In the salmon research program in the North Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea by the U. S. 
EBau of Commercial Fisheries, one facet of the work has been an investigation into more 
e:e.i4;!nt sampling gear. Much of the Bureau's research, in support of the United States Sec­
trt: ~f the International North Pacific Fisheries Commission, has required relatively large 
r.m. le rs of salmon specimens for racial analysis and relative abundance and distribution 
ss; EIS. 

t'he capture of pelagic salmon on the high seas has been accomplished with surface gill 
rna To provide adequate samples of each species and age group, the length of the net string 
lD. ~'adually been increased to over 1 i miles . Increasing the length of the string has re-
sa;; c in an increase in manpower as well as gear damage and loss from sudden changes in weath­
~'lhales, and shipping. In addition, inshore fishing stations in the Aleutian Island chain, an 
ah Of considerable interest, are difficult to sample with a long gill-net string because of its 
82): e ptibility to tangling in the severe tidal currents near the islands. 

r he apparent success reported by the Japanese high -seas commercial salmon fishery 
VillW!rnonofilament gill nets stimulated Bureau scientists to investigate the relative efficiency 
ooe

i 

n ofilament netting and its potential as a research -sampling tool. 

.. In the first phase of the study, conducted during the 1962 summer field season (reported 
1m:' May 1963 Commercial Fisheries Review), the catches in standard multifilament nets 
~ompared with those in the monofilament nets of an experimental unit of alternate mono-
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filament-multifllament nets of like m~sh size and constr·uction. The r sults of that phase 1 

dicated a significantly larger catch In the monofilament nets and, In g( n raj, provided sarn 
dir ctly comparabl to thosf of the 
m tJ ltifllam ent n ts in t rms of age a 
J ngth of th fish (Larkm 1(63). 

~., 

'J h r suIts of the second phase 
the study, m which the standard mu l 
fllam nt n ts w>rc t st d agaInst a 
p nmental unit of all-monofilament 
nt, arl r portpd h re. ThIS expe, 
m nt, c mpl ted durmg the 1963 su 
mer crUlS of the Bureau's res arc 
ves 1 G org B. KE'lez (fIg. 1), was 
so d SIgn d to p rmlt a hree- 'lay c 
par 4son h twe n al! -mulhfilament, 
t rnat n ulhfllament-monofllament , 

Fig.1-TheBureauofCommercialFisheriesres archvcssel~ts.~. all-mono 11am nt n t combinations. 

D r1 T Rl 1.S 

The multifilament nets, each 50 fath m' long and 4 fathoms de '? VET made of type 3 
nylon. The mesh sizes used were the sam asmpasty ars: 5!,4 z 3 ,and2i inches 
(stretched measure). The webbing, dyed dark gr n, was 'hung m" 50 perc nt on the cork 
lead lines. 
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Fig. 2 - Composition of high-seas salmon gill nets used by the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries from 1957 th rough 1963. 
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Table 1 - Companson oC Gross Catches 10 MonoCllament and Multdtlament Gln~~ta 1963 1 
3, -Inch Mulhfllament 3! -Inch Monoflla ::e:::='ltt----~=~:.~~ 

Set 
Num 
ber 

Date Catch Per Net Total N C N '0 No Catch P r t 
No. oC No. No. Tota NOc. (Number) Catch Soc°'ko_ oOr' OC" Tota o{ --.U:lumb<r) T t 
Sock- o C oC N 0 Sock- N 

eye Chun Pink o. Nets eye Ch~ Pink P~~:'ft eye Chum Pink o. Net ~:-
5 2 1 8 6 0.8 0.3 0.2 1.3 1 1 0 2 2 0.5 1 7/3 

2 7/4 
3 7/5 

5 4 0c ! 6 0.8 0.7 0 1.5 2 5 0 7 2 1.0 
000 60 00000 0 O~ 0 
6 10 0 16 6 1.0 1.7 0 2.7 15 0 0 15 2 75 4 7/7 

5 7/8 
6 7/9 

8 5 0 13 6 1.3 0.8 0 2.2 2 2 0 4 2 1.0 

7 7/10 
11 19 0 30 6 1.8 3.2 0 5.0 4 10 1 15 2 2.0 

8 7/11 
5 5 0 10 6 0 .8 0.8 0 I. 7 0 0 0 0 2 0 

14 0 1 15 6 2.3 0 0.2 2.5 I 1 0 0 1 2 0.5 
6 5 0 II 6 1.0 0.8 0 1.8 1 I 0 2 2 0.5 9 7/15 

10 7/17 45 7 0 52 6 7.5 1.2 0 8.7 16 2 0 18 2 8.0 

t ~ ~; t~ 80 5 0 85 6 13.3 0.8 0 14.2 36 1 0 37 2 18.0 

13 7/20 
21 1 0 22 6 3.5 0.2 0 3 . 7 8 0 0 ~ 2 4.0 

14 7/23 
94 9 0 103 615.7 1.5 0 17.2 41 I 0 42 220.5 

15 7/26 
109 3 1 113 6 18.2 0.5 0.2 18.8 65 0 0 65 2 32.5 
426 6 0 432 6 71.0 1.0 0 72.0 235 2 0 237 2 117.5 

16 7/29 No monofilament 
17 7/30 48 2 0 50 6 8.0 0.3 0 8.3 27 3 I 31 2 13.5 
18 7/31 41 5 0 46 6 6.8 0.8 0 7.7 34 1 0 35 2 17.0 
19 8~ 2 4 5 0 9 6 0.7 0.8 0 11.5 0 3 0 3 2 0 

1-42~0-+~8~/3~4-~A~Q~_~~~~0t-~9*3~~6-t~14~.*8-t~0~·f7~~0~~5~.5~~~*37~t--*3~~0H-~4~0H-~2~tI8~ .. ~5_ 
21 8(4 85 2 0 87 6 14.2 0.3 0 14.5 100 3 0 103 2 50.0 
22 8/5 No monofilament 

H im N°~rlno:tml eng 

26 8/14 11 3 0 
27 8/15 Net string rolled 
28 8/18 No monofilament 
29 8/19 No monoCilament 
30 8/20 No monofilament 
al H8/'~'2 U

3 
No monofilament 

32 No monofilament 
33 8/24 No monofilament 

~~ :~~~ ;~ ~~ I ~ 
36 8/29 26 81 1 
37 ilJ30 19 17 0 
38 8/31 23 9 0 
39 9/1 Net string rolled 
40 9/2 19 I 1 I 0 
41 9/4 16 0 0 
42 9/9 No monofilament 
43 9/11 No monoCllament 
Total . ..• 1. 353 256 4 

43 6 
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14 6 

32 6 
63 6 

108 6 
36 6 
32 6 

20 6 
16 6 

1. 61 3 180 

6.5 
5.8 
1.8 
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0.7 
1.7 
0.5 
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0.2 
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1.4 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

0.2 
o 
o 

o 
o 

7.2 
7.5 
2.3 

5.3 
10.5 
18.0 

6.0 
5.3 

3.3 
2.7 

8.96 

12 
11 

2 

8 
10 
18 
10 
11 

9 
16 

732 

6 
3 
4 

4 
4 

17 
6 
1 

2 
o 

85 

o 18 
o 14 
o 6 

o 12 
o 14 
o 35 
o 16 
o 12 

o 11 
o 16 

2 819 

2 6.0 
2 5.5 
2 1.0 

2 4.0 
2 5.0 
2 9.0 
2 5.0 
2 5.5 
2 4.5 
2 8.0 

60 ~ 

Churn Pink P r 

0.5--~ I 
2.5 0 

~ ~ 
1.0 0 

5.~ I O'g 
0.5: 0 
10: 0 

7 5 
2. 
7 

o 
o 
I 

o.~! ~ I: 5 

0.5 0 21 
o 0 32 ~ 

1.0 0 1l8.~ 

1.5 0 5 I 5 
0.5 0 17 5 
1.5 0 5 

~~1 ~~5 -t-~'*o+-~ 

3.0 
1.5 I 
2.0 

2.0 
2.0 
8.5 
3.0 
0.5 

1.0 
o 

1~ 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

90 
7.0 
30 

6.0 
7.0 

175 
8.0 
6.0 

5.5 
B.O 

4.-Inch Multifilament 4t-Inch MonoCllament 

1 7/3 4 1 5 10 14 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.7 2 2 4 8 2 1.0 1.0 2.0p.O-l 
2 7/4 18 8 4 30 14 1.3 0.6 0.3 2.1 2 2 1 5 2 1.0 1.0 0.5 2.5 
3 7/5 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
4 7/7 10 1 2 13 14 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.9 5 0 0 5 2 2.5 0 0 2.5 
5 7/8 26 4 9 39 14 1.9 0.3 0.6 2.8 9 3 3 15 2 4.5 1.5 1.5 7 5 
6 7/9 24 15 86 125 14 1.7 1.1 6.1 8.9 7 4 21 32 2 3.5 2.0 0.5 16.0 
7 7/10 3 8 7 18 14 0 .2 0.6 0.5 1.3 0 1 1 2 2 0 0.5 0.5 1 0 
8 7/11 20 2 6 2814 1.4 0.10.4 2.0 4 I 3 8 2 2.0 0.51.5 40 
9 7/15 1 8 1 10 14 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.7 1 3 1 5 2 0.5 1.5 0.5 25 

til1°--r7n'11*7-i-,16~9-t_l~9~+-~7~-,~9*5~II4-1~4~.~9-1-+1~.4~~0~.5r4-,~6~.8~~717~1-~2~~~2~~2~1~_~2~8~.5~~lr·*0-t1.0 LIO,~ 
g ~m 16~ ~; ~ li~:: ~:~ ::~ O.~ 1~:~ 4~ ~ ~ 4~ 2 ~.~:~ ~:~ ~~ 
13 7/20 64 16 I 81 14 ~.6 1.1 0.1 5.8 9 2 0 11 2 4.5 1.0 0 5.5 
14 7/23 42 2 1 45 14 3.0 0.1 0.1 3.2 20 3 0 23 2 10.0 1.5 0 11 5 
15 7/26 213 27 4 244 14 5.2 1.9 0.6 17.4 37 3 2 I 42 2 18.5 1.5 1.0 210 
16 7/29 No monoCilament 
17 7/30 94 33 6 133 14 6.7 2.4 0.4 9.5 9 2 
18 7/31 89 40 2 131 14 6.4 2.9 0.1 9.4 16 5 
~~8 8;(23 17 84 0 I 101 14 1.2 6.0 0 7.2 I 2 55 

l/. 95 20 0 11514 68 14 0 8.2 20 
21 81.4 81 67 0 147 14 5.8 4.8 0 10.5 40 4 
22 8/5 No monofilament 
23 8/11 No monofilament 
24 8/12 48 I 23 I 0 

I
i 25 8/13 48 40 0 

26 8/14 11 52 0 
27 8/15 Net string rolled 

71 14 
88 14 
63 14 

3.4 
3.4 
0.8 

1.6 
2.9 
3.7 

o 
o 
o 

5.1 i 
6.3 
4.5 

6 3 
6 3 
5 8 

o 11 2 4 5 I 0 0 55 
o 21 2 80 2.5 0 10 5 
o 7 2 1.0 2.5 3 5 

2 200 
o 25 2 10.0 2.5 0 12 5 

~.o lUll 0--' 

1.5 0 4 5 

o 44 
I 
I 

o 9 2 3.0 
o 9 2 3.0 1.5 0 4.5 
o 13 2 2.5 40 0 65 

28 8/18 No monofilament I 
29 8/19 No monofilament 

~~IT~--H8H/~2~0-i~N~o~m~0~n~0~fi~I~~~en~t~ ____ ~ __ 1-__ -i ____ 1-__ i-_____ ~---+----+---+---~--+---~~~r-~----~ 
88~1/.2223 No monofilament 

32 No monofllament 
33 8/24 No monoCilament 

~::m ~: I ~~ I ~ 36 8/29 15 64 0 
37 8/30 4 54 0 
38 8/31 31 42 0 
39 9/1 Net stnng rOlled 
40 9/2 16 I 17 I 0 
41 9/4 77 6 0 
42 9/9 No monoCilament 
43 9/11 No monoCilament 

49 14 
105 14 

79 14 
58 14 
73 14 

33 14 
83 14 

"Total .... 1. 333 799 1148 2.280 20 

0.8 
2.2 
1.1 
0.3 
2.2 

1.1 
5.5 

3.17 

2.7 
5.1 
4.6 
3.9 
3.0 

1.2 
0.4 

o I 
0.1 

o 
o 
o 

3.5 
75 
5.6 
4.1 
5.2 

2.4 
5.9 

1.90 0.351 5.43 

o 
6 
2 
o 
1 

4 
7 
3 
8 
7 

I 2 
6 3 

I 
277 1102 

o I 4 2 0 20 0 2 
o 13 2 3.0 3 ~ 0 a ~ 
o 5 2 1.0 1.~ 0 .5 
o 8 2 0 4.0 4 
o 8 2 0.5 3.~ 0 40 

o 3 2 O.~ 1.0 I 
o 9 2 3.0 I.~ 0 45 

! 
38 417 60 462 1.70 0 n ,~8 
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The experimental monofilament nets , dyed light gr ey, were constructed identically witb 
the multifilament nets; only the 4t- and 3i - inch mes h s izes were used The webbing, of .TaJ. 
nese manufacture, was very similar to t he Germ an Perlon used in 1 962 . 

The vessel's net string (fig. 2) was composed of a standard 24 ne t portion of all-multif] 
ment webbing with varying mesh sizes, an experiment al portion consisting of two 3i- and t· 
4t-inch monofilament nets, and a control port ion of two 3i- a nd t wo 4t- inch multifilament 
nets. All nets within each portion were laced together to form a continuous unit and a five 
fathom opening was left between each portion so fish could not lead from one unit to anoth€ 
An old, discarded net" rag" was attached to the end of the string t o prevent bunching of th€ 
last net. 

The 32 net string, equipped with two lighted flag poles and radio buoys , was set shortJr 
after dark, allowed to drift freely through the night, and hauled after dawn. Setting took ab 
45 minutes, the nets fished for an average of 12 hours, and hauling time varied from 1 t to 
hours. I 

The nets were repaired daily and replaced when necessary. Through t he season, as tt i :~ ' 
nets became worn, their efficiency was probably somewhat reduced, but t he state of repair 
the two types of webbing is believed to have been equal at anyone time. ,I 

Both the basic and control portions of the net strings in 1962 and 196 3 were identical, €l 

cept for the position of the control portion, and from the basis for comparison between the 
alternated monofilament-multifilament unit in 1962 and the all - monofilame nt unit in 1963. 

RESULTS 

The 1963 salmon catches by net type for the 3i- and 4t-inch nets are shown in table 1. 
Preliminary tests between the total salmon catch per net of the multifilament nets in the b a ~. 
and control portions of the string over the entire season show no signific a nt differencesll . 
Therefore, all of the 3i- and 4t-inch multifilament nets have been u s e d in the comparison v. 
monofilament catches. 

In 73 percent of the 3i-inch and 57 percent of the 4t-inch comparisons , the total catch; 
unit of effort of the monofilament exceeded that of the multifilament nets ; over the season, t 
3i-inch monofilament caught 1.5 and the 4t-inch monofilament 1.3 t imes as many salmon ]H 
net as the multifilament. 

In the comparison of individual· species taken in the two net types, a very interesting dl! 
ference is apparent. While the relative efficiency of the monofilament nets (table 2) for so c" ~ 
eye and pink salmon was considerably higher than that of the multifilament, the catch per n 
of chum salmon in the two net types was almost identical. Statisti£flly, only the differ.enc e 
catch of sockeye salmon between the two net types was significant- . This difference m r ~ 
tive efficiency of monofilament netting for three species indicates that the species compos 
tion of catches in the monofilament and multifilament nets was also different. 

Mesh Size 

Inches 

* 44 2 

Table 2 - Catch Per Unit of Effort forAIl *- and 4f-Inch Nets and Relative Efficiency of Monofilament, 1963 

Multifilament 

Sockeye Chum Pink 

7.5 1.4 -
3.2 1.9 0.4 

Catch Per Net {Number! Relative Efficiency of 
Monofilament (Number) Monofilament 

Total Sockeye Chum 

8.96 12.2 1.4 

5.43 4.6 1.7 

Pink Total 

- 13.65 

0.6 6 . 95 

Sockeye Chum Pink 

1.6 

1.4 

1.0 

0.9 1.8 

":1 

1.52 

1.28 

.!JPaired "t" tests: 31-inch mesh nets: t = 1.04 with 29 d.f. 1 

4~-inch mesh nets: t = 0.48 with 29 d.f. 

YPaired "t" tests: 3f-inch mesh nets: sockeye, t = -2.3 with 29 d.£.; chum, t = -0.02 with 29 d . f . 

4}-inch mesh nets: sockeye, t = -2.1 with 28 d.f.; chwn, t = 0.8 with 28 d . f.; pink, t = -1. 6 with 14 d.£. 

I 

I 
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fhe relationship between the individual sockeye catches in the two net types was linearl.l, 
a;,t,lst over the range of abundance encountered in 1963. 

Length frequency curves of sockeye and 
cl:1b salmon taken in the two net types are 
s:;iJa.r (fig. 3) and their mean leI}.gths (table 
3'II) re not significantly different~-' indicating 
t~l:lj ,e monofilament and multifilament gill 

d the same intraspecies selection prop­
These results also infer that, length 
function of ocean-age (Larkins 1963), 

~t types captured similar proportions 
a vailable ocean-age groups. 
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Table 3 - Mean Lengths of Salmon Captured in Monofilament 

Species 

Sockeye 

Chum 

400 

300 

>< 
U 
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[iI 

5200 
[iI 
et: 
~ 

100 

0 

300 

fOO 

o 

and Multifilament Gill Nets, 1963 

Mesh Size Monofilament Multifilament 
Inches 
31 ;r 

N= 

4 
N= 

31 
4" 

N= 

4 
N= 

, 
__ I 

!\ , 

. . • • • • (Centimeters) • • • • • 
38.26 37.59 

733 2,155 
50.30 49.4D 

269 1,531 

4D.09 39.43 

86 591 
51.85 50.90 

101 1,275 

SOCKEYE SALMON 

3j -INCH MESH 

LEGEND: 

--- MONOFILAMENT 

------ MULTIFILAMENT 

\ 
:' 
" , I 

4i-INCH MESH 

I • 
I \ 
I \ 

.' 
" " , , 
: ~ , . 
, '. 

, " 

j' : '. .... " 
__ ......... ",,-----'" '':.:.:,;~ <20 ~

' "-',,-, 

I ' 
30 40 50 60 

LENGTH (em.) 

i 
70 

---.. Fig . 3 _ Comparison of saLmon length -frequencies from monofilament and multifilament gill nets . 

.vV" fn mesh nets: r = 0.97 ; test for b = 0, t = 19.25 with 27 d.f. 

mesh nets: r = 0.86; test for b = 0, t = 58.52 with 27 d. f. 

YJ "~e: 3!-inch mesh nets: F = <'1.0 with 1, 2,886 d.f. Chum: 

.q-inchmeshnets: F= <'1.0 with 1, 1,798d.f. 

31.-inch mesh nets: F = <.1.0 with 1, 875 d.£. 
4 
4~-inchmeshnets: F= <.l.Owith 1, 1,374d.f. 
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DISCUSSION 

To summarize the preceding section, it was shown that the sockf'ye catchp.s in an all ­
monofilament gill-net section were significantly greater than in an all-mu :tifilament string, 

lth h th t h f ch m and pink salmon werp appar('ntly thp samp- m both n t ty a oug e ca c es 0 u , , . e pes. 
The length and age compositions of monofilament catch s w rc the same as those of multi-
filament catches. 

Results of the 1962 study (Larkins 1963), in which alternat monofilament-multifilament 
nets were used, also showed no dIfference in age and length comparisons b t wee n the net 
types; however, the catches of all thr e speCIes w r(' consld rably larg r in the monofilame 
nets than in the multifilament. It was also shown that the salmon catches in the multifilam~ 
nets adJacent to the monofilament were significantly I JWer than m th oth r multifilament n1 
of the net string; however, additional analysis has indlcatpd that th _ total catch per unit of ~ 
ternate monofilament-multifilament nets was still much gr at r than in an equal section of 
multifilament netting (table 4). 

Table 4 - Salmon Catch Per Net in Alternate Monof.lament- MuittIllamcnt and All -Mult.fllament Gill Neu, 15162 Ii 
Catch Per Net (Number) 

Mesh Size Species 
Alternate UOlt 

Aver ge f All - Relative E.fi.clency 
Monofilament MulttIilament Alternate Unit Multifilament of Alternate Urut 

Inches 

31 
Sockeye 19.41 4.72 12.07 6.44 1.87 
Chum 5.22 1.28 3.25 1. 21 2.69 

4 Pink 0.12 0.06 0.09 0.05 1.80 

Total 24.76 6.06 15.41 7.70 2.00 

4 
Sockeye 10.45 3.62 7.04 4.60 1.53 
Chum 3.22 1. 36 2.2 1.36 1.68 
Pink 1.92 1.02 1.47 0 . 74 1.99 

Total 15.59 6.00 10.80 6.70 1. 61 

In the two phases of the experiment, three combmatIons of the wo gear types were triec 
all-multifilament in 1962 and 1963, alternated monofl~ament in 1962, and all -monofilament l r 
1963. By relating the catch per unit of effort of the h\ 0 experimental types to that of the al : -
multifilament portion for each year, all three types of g ar may be ranked by their relative 
efficiency. This proportional comparison is independent of changes in salmon abundance Wili 
in or between years. II 

Table 5 - Relative Efficiency and Relative Costof Multifilament, Monofilament, and Alternate Muitifilament -MonofilamentGillNets 

Multifilament Alternate Nets Monofilament 

Symbol Species 3!" 41" 31" oil" 31" 4f' 
I 

4 ~ 4 2 .r 
(a) Relative efficiency •••••••• •.••.• •• w Socke} e 1.0 1.0 1.9 1.5 1.6 1.5 

Chum 1.0 1.0 2.7 1.7 1.0 0.9 
Pmk 1.0 1.8 1.8 2.0 - 1.8 

Total 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.6 1.5 1.3 

(b) Relative cost.!! . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... x 1.0 1. 0 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.6 
(c) Relative lUcY • .... . ........... Y 1.0 1.0 0.75 0.75 0.5 0.5 

(d) Relative cost/year (x/y) ... ...... ... z 1.0 1.0 1.8 1.8 3.2 3.2 

(e) Relative cost year/fish Sockeye 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.2 2.0 2.1 
(2/w) ••••••••••••••••.•• Chum 1.0 1. 0 0.7 1.1 3.2 3.6 

Pink 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 - 1.8 

Total 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.1 2.1 2.5 

(f) Relative length of string necessary to catch N fish 
0.7 (l/w) ................. Sockeye 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.7 0 . 6 

Chum 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.6 1.0 1.1 
Pink 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.5 - 0.6 -

Total 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.6 0.7 0. 8 -
.!JBased on 55 percent higher initial cost for monofilament. 
YBased on 50 percent shorter life for monofilament. 

---.J. 
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fable 5 (a) por t rays the relative efficiency of the three gear units and it is apparent that 
rAe fdl ess of spec ies or mesh size, the alternate monofilament-multifilament string had the' 
h~ l is t catch per unit of effort , the all-monofilament moderate, and the all-multifilament the 
100 ,~t. 

lur limite d exp erie nce with monofilament netting has shown that the initial cost of a 
fili~.6·d net is about 55 perc ent greater than multifilament and, because of the difficulty in 
ree I ng monofi lament webbing, its life is approximately 50 percent that of multifilament. 
B::;y bining those factors (t able? (b), (c)) with the r~lative efficiency of the three net types, 
ana x of the c ost per year per bsh has been determmed (table 5 (e)) . The reciprocal of 
thn 1 a tive effi c iency (table 5 (f)) is a measure of the relative amount of gear necessary to 

e an equivalent number of fish in the three types of gill-ne+ strings. 

c omparison of the relative cost per year per fish with the length of a net string neces­
sa:a.. ( catch equivalent numbers of fish (table 5(e), (f)), allows a final determination of effi­
cij. versus cos t. Alternate multifilament-monofilament nets provided the same number of 
sC&L ' ~ as a ll -multifilament with about one-half (3t-inch mesh 0.5, 4t-inch mesh 0.6) of the 
efj:f I nd at a lmost the same relative cost per fish (3t-inch mesh 0 .9, 4t-inch mesh 1.1) . 
ALlin; h the all-monofilament gear caught equal numbers of fish with only about three quar­
te~~3~ -inch mesh 0.7, 4t-inch mesh 0.8) of the amount of gear, the relative cost per sample 
wca ll'e r twice that of all-multifilament nets (3 t -inch mesh 2.1, 4t-inch mesh 2.5) . 

CONCLUSIONS 

las ed on the results of both the 1962 and 1963 phas es of this study, the use of monofila­
mjl€l[ill nets, either alone or alternated with multifilament nets, provided salmon samples of 
idn.e:ca l length and age composition as multifilament nets of the same mesh size; however, 
dUtf!ent pr oportions of sockeye, chum and pink salmon were taken in the two net types. 

lonofilament nets captured more salmon than multifilament, especially when used as alter­
naa:llwnofilament-multifilament gear (alternated with multifilament nets). The relative ef­
ficc lC y of the t hree gear types tested was highest for alternate monofilament-multifilament, 
muriate for all-monofilament, and lowest for all-multifilament . Because of the higher ini­
ti2 iB.. s t and shorter life of the monofilament webbing, the cost per fish was highest for all­
mil lament, m oderate for all-multifilament, and lowest for alternate monofi lament-multi­
fill lOt . Ther efore, in terms of cost and numbers of salmon captured, the a lternate combi­
naa t. ppears to have been the superior of the three tested for high -seas salmon fishing. 
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CORRECTION 

In the August 1964 issue, page 7 , the heading should have 
r ead: 11 CHANGES in Abundance of the Marine Worm, GLYCERA 
DIBRANCHIA TA Associated with Seawater Temperature Fluctu-
ations." ' 


